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Shall haſten over your Preamble, in be, and not be at once, whether it be ſaid ; 4 
- Which you repreſent me for a Socinian, of God or Man. "OO Te 
as if every one, who has not ſo go Lou attempted to prove your Paradox 8 

1 


nun Opinion of the Truth of Contra- by the Motion of the Thoughts to Rome, &. ; 
= dictions as you have, muſt needs be and of the Eyes to the Stars as ſoon as to the \ 9 
ſuch'; and alſo your feigning me to be in a Chimny-Top z which, you ſay, implys tze 
Faſſion, for only cenſuring your weak Argu- going two ud 4s ſoon as one 3 which BZ: 8 
ments, that you might poorly infer thence, Contradiction in walking, you grant, but _ 
Twas a Loſer by my Talking ; while a whole in the Motion of Thoughts an Eyes, " Now - & 
Torrent of perſonel Reflections on the tho I had ſhown, that chere was really n 1 
by whole mouthfuls of Reproach, ſuch Motion in the Thoughts or Eyes, add 
Naegmatical Here. ick, ignorant Pedant you ſeem” to be aſham'd of it, and there» \ 
Hide, Dia. 2. pag. 60. witneſſes the Can- fore ſhift off one. Part on your Man withoue*  \ i 
dor and Tenderneſs gfeayour meek, inoffenſive Thought, which is a contradictory Suppoſition 
Spit Al this te aFhittle to the pur- (which it was time for you to quit, ag, „ 
poſe, and proceed upon te Argument. and therefore I ſhall not expoſe” you on ijt! 
I perceive,” by your Anfwer iz the Re- and another upon ſome poor blind Man, N 
marks, that you are reſolv'd to follhd your that your ſelf might not bear the ſhame 7 
Scheme of a e on Myſtery d 1zno- of ſuch Folly ; yet you are again trump- 
rence, and to cover your ſelf from he Uni- ing up your old Inftances, and argue from 
tarians by impenetrable Darkneſs? which em as if they were true; eſpecially! from 
You make your Defence. Vou to the Motion of Sight, and the Impombi- 
| | Annie of a Born-Blind -Man's Conception 9 
judg, there are irreconcileable Contradies it, any otherwiſe than by allowing 
tions in your. Scheme of Faith: and there- id Contradiction (as tis inthe! 
fore, in order to ſupport your Notions, you Motifn of the Legs) to take placghere in 
endeayor to ſupport the Credit of plain the Eyes. You 9 p. 2. How q en ex- 
Contradictions; intimating, That we con- plain d him, how the Eyje can Fer as" 
ceive of God no otherwiſe than as a blind oor! as the” hm He feels thin ib his! 
Man of Sight, i.e. with a Mind full of Con, Hand that i frx'd in bs "Head", how then can® 
tradictions. To this end bee imagine it gets a thouſand Miles off, while he" 
Von aſſerted, that what is 4 Contradiction feels it "does not ftir ? Did ever any Man 
in one Nature, may be none in another. I affirm trifle worſe ! I tell you, and you ſeem to ad. 
the contrary, that'a' Contradiction, con- mit it, that there is no ſuch thing as h "ll 
ſiting of two repugnant Propoſitions, is Eyes moving a thouſand miles; and et 
ever the ſame, apply ir to what Nature you ſuppoſe your blind Man muft be fal 
Will; becauſe the ſame thing cannot both and muff believe is, I don't wonder 1 that 
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admit, that as far as human Reaſon? 
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000 abus'd Man conceive that to be a flat 
Cortrattion, which in Truth is ſo even to a 
feeins Man, and which he ought not to 
baligxe....But does. this. that tis no 
"Contradiftion to move a thouſand Yards 
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m, and he fooliſhly believ'd you, that 
your Eyes did move 40, when they never 
cow'dido it, "becauſe tis a Contradiction? I 
'*- thought you were to prove a real Contra- 
-. | diftionipone:Caſe to be none in another; 


is not, and conclude from it as if it truly 
were. So that 

This is in effect your Argument; Suppo- 
ſing the Eyes did move to the Stars as ſoon 
- as to the Chimny, or your Thoughts to 


3 Rane in an inftant (as they do not) then 
dere wou'd be an Inftance of that being a 
= / Contradiction.in one Caſe, viz. in Legs, 
=_  / . which is none in another, viz. Eyes: but 
" tho there be no ſuch thing in the Premiſe 
= yet the Concluſion is true, becauſe it wou 
__ Mee ary, Fn the n ee Poem 
ſo, No doubt, Sir, you argue very — 
* I 567 How does this Een a Contradle- 
in one Caſe may be none in another? 
Nut, fay you, Ii impoſſible to explain to 
. him what Sight. i, ſo. as to reconcile it from be- 


. m @. Contradidtion to bim. I anſwer, that a 
F / trucandjuft Explication of it will not con- 
L/ tain arp real Contradiftion in it? and if 
* te him it appears a, Contradiction, tis 
from his Miſtake alone; and you are not to 
tow that a ſeeming Contradittion may be 
none (for who doubts that ?) hut that a real 
Contraditt ion may, in ſome Caſes, be none. 
Ang I pray what Cantradiftion will appear 
10 him, according to what was. aid, 1 hal 


ede motes nor wp, but the Star. firikes on the 
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e 2. nor knows what you me 
diftian ig him, that he ſhou'd not fegſ eve - 
ſubtite-Paitticle that touches on him? or 
that he hoh A have no Idea gf, Sight? You 
add, He can't k f n ber way, but that 
tie Eye muſt get. up to the Kar, er the Star come 
down to the Eye. 


had ſuggeſted before, to repreſent the Con, 
een of moving ſo far in an inſta 


and vou allow him another 


” : 
nn 


2 
Appearance of a Cantradiction. Nor will 
afToon as” one, becauſe you falſſy told 


Contradiction in one Nature is none in another 


and now you ſuppoſe a Contradiftion Which 


1 
1 laid upon this Inſtance. So th Thi 0 
Argument againlt e en 
to 


blindeſt 


That, T 
o this you ſay, The blind alan docs uſt 


| I expected he cou'd only 
imagine his Eye went up to the Star, as vu 


nt 3 


de Sight, vite Thar the Ster a7 extend ce 


POP 
) an . 


yo by Ee. But this is q ite another Mat- 
ter from your Inſtance of the Byes going 1 
ſo many thouſand Miles, and has no Fuck 


it ſerve your Turn for an Example of a con- 
tradifjon's becoming no Cont radickin: So that, 

it ſeems, he may be convinc'd another way, 

than by perſuading him, that what is a 


which you ſay is the only way, and I that 
't is no way at all; and if he be to be con- 
vinc'd this way, he muſt be ſuppos'd to 
55 8 a worſe blemiſh than want of Eye- 
ight. Ct, ts, , 4 

| 81 he moſt you can reaſonably pretend to 
here, is, That I can't by my Words help 
him to form a juſt Idea of Sight (which is 
thro his want of neceſſary Or 90 but it 
does not thence follow, that he bought to 
take up with a Conception that implys plain 
Contradictions, which he knows NA be 
wrong, and ought to be rejected: For th 
he may not conceive what Sight is (nor is 
it made his Duty, as in the other Caſe, to 
which you parallel it), yet he may be ſure 
*tis not. made up of Contradittions. A 
Man may not underſtand a thing, and yet 
underſtand very well that Coner Kitt ian - 
bout it are falſe; and this is 


ome Mens 


ture; ſince in 


o Caſe whatever are the 
{ res oblig'd to believe direct 
ons, nor wou'd they become no 
ions, if they ſhou'd believe em 


Ye | | 
t purpoſe then was that faint, 
p. 3. I will, nin Iſue with him upon. 
can find, Words proper to expreſs the 
Nature of Sight to a Man. born. blind, and will 
give bim leave to infer Contradict ions from juch 
Wards, according as he underſtands em; then J 
mill undertake to. folve all the Contradict ions in 
the Terms, by which we expreſs the Holy Trinity. 
To explain it ſo as to enable him to farm, 
a, clear lea of it in his Imagination, I 
neither undertook, nor is it his. Duty; to 
have ſuch, an Idea, much lels to take up 
ith any that are falſe. - But ſtill I Gy, 
that a true Explication of the Operation 
of Sight will never lead him to infer Contre» 
didtions.' If he imagine any in it, which is a 
in Contradiction (in other Caſes) he 
C F 
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zs 66rtaigly does ndt rightly take in the true 


'Explication® of h, and ought to con- 


| clude he is in an Error, and to ſet himſelf 


againſt it; and muſt either bring his 
houghts to à Conſiſtency, or exphcitely 


= believe nothing in the Matter: for no Man, 


pretend what he will, does believe apparent 
Contradiftions to be none, or (which is the 
ſame) to be poſſibly true; he muſt; at leaſt, 
ſuſpend his Aſſent. rn a 
And yet, I believe; as to matter of Fat, 
that many ſuch blind Perſons, tho they 


ha ve no diftin& Idea of Sight, are very far 


from entertaining Contradict ions about it; 
at leaſt they would be ſo, if they had un- 
derſtanding Inſtructors that did not err, as 
is ſuppos d in your Caſe ; where God is re- 
wuted the Teacher of your Notions of the H. 
Trinity, ' who will hardly be thought to 
leave any Doctrine upon us, to be believ'd 
under the unavoidable Notion of à Contra- 
diction. 5 1 
Therefore if there were no Difference 
between the two Caſes you think to be ſo 
like, viz. of à blind Man's conceiving ſuch 
a thing as Sight, and your Conception of 
the Trinity; yet there is no reaſon from 
thence for taking up. with Contradictions 
er, fince tis not requiſite nor fit 
to de o in the former. . | 
- Beſides, who can _cafily believe ſuch a 
Caſe tobereally. he Chriftian Diſ- 
nſation, u. ll-wiſe and Good 
od ſhou'd impoſe upon 4 ration- of 
Men, born blind, a long Creed, the na- 
ture of Light, and Refractionc, ant Colors, 
or a 5yſtem of Opticks; of which they cou'd 
have no manner of Conception, for make 
any Uſe, only it might ſet em together by 
the Ears in ignorant Contention ? "OP th 


ever he wou'd be pleas'd with ſuch of then. id of 
ſelves, as ſhou'd preſume to be paraphraſing 4 Firſt 8 the obeys 


on Light and Colors, &c. in their own novel 
deus Terms, which they think more pro- 
per and clear, and ſay, are equivalent to 
bis (but being wholly ignorant of the Sub- 
ject, cannot know what Terms are more or 


les proper) nay to anathematize and per- 


ſecute all thatzaſſent not thereto ? Verily, 
you inſinuate o Honor to your Cauſe 


Re der Vou 
own your ſelf blind, and yet y force your 
Neighbors to take you for their Guide: 


| Therefore, I conclude, Man is not ſo un- 


— 


Srable of God's Revelations, 23 4 blig4 


Man of knowing and uſing the Sun's'Light'; 


and 11 ſuppoſe you pretend 1 Inchpa- 


city in Men, and leſs Beneſſt from Revela- 
tion thereupon, than is true or fit, merely 
to cover your own Ertors, and ſeign your 
ſelf blind, that you may be exons't it 
holding Contradictions. Tho Blindneſs" 

ſelf, as I have ſhewn, does not e Ne 


to take that for no Contradiction in one Nil. 


ture, which isevidently and truly ſo fila; 
ther, as you pretend. l Une 

After this Abſurdity of yours had been 
expos'd. as ridiculous, you wou'd fain hook 
me into your Company to take ſhare, cal- 
ling Spettators, p. 4. to ſee” me confeſſng whit 
I had ridicul d. But Why f6 ? Did I'fay 2 
Contradict ion may ſometimes be n Contradiclion 2 
No. I had granted, ſay you, there may be 
ſomething attributed to one Nat ure, where there is 
nothing inconſiſtent or contradictory to it; while 
K attributed to another, it might meet with 
ſomething inconſiſtent-; whence- a Contradi#im 


will ariſe in the one; and not in the of her; And 


fo I fay ſtill; only 1 added What you 
omit, that one of the two Terms of a Contra» 
dict ion us not the Contradiction, but both together 
are, and are ſo in any Nature, And now let 
as many as you will ſee, if 1 fay what 
you had ſaid. © Is this all one, to ſay that a 
Contradiction (which is two inconſiſtent 


Propoſitions) is ſometimes no Contradic- 


tion, which is what Ton ſaid; and that one 


of the Propoſitions alone is no Contradic- 
tion, which is what 1 ſaid? Do I, that ſay 


Dependence and Derivation. 7 Being is no 
Contradiftion, when ſaid of a Creature 
where is nothing repugnant; ſay the ſame 


: 


as he, Le dr Dependence and De- 
Tivation may b 


no Contradiction, When 
id of the Independent, Self xiſtent God, 


nant Term is found? As mutuar” | 
makeithe Fight, fo two 10 Terms 
make the Contradict ion; -andithis Fay fill, 


on ſure 


what Nature ks. AS 
Well, but if 1 did not ſay what you 


ſaid (hecauſe you are reſoly'd we ſhalt a- 5 


gree) you ſay you meant the ſame as I fay': 
(Tha hr in all you contenu for, and you defere 


* & 


no more. But this is nat all you conte 
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in one” Nutue. may be fone in antther” 2 "nay, ol 
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| ſhew your 
meaning, by your Inſtance of going two 


Yards: as ſoon- as one 3 i. e. to go but one 


ard, and yet more than one at once. This 
is your Reſemblance, how a Contradic- 
tion in one Caſe may be none in another; 
that is, two contradictory Propoſitions may 
become not contradiftory, | as if the Ve- 
rity of 8 cou'd be chang'd. Nay, 
Imuſt add, that this is not all you defire, 
for your Argument needs more to defend it 
againſt the Unitarians. $7 F 
Ton know they don't deny that ſome 
things may be Contradittions, if affirm'd of 
Men, which are none when ſaid of God; 
as to be Eternal, or Infinite, is not, with 
#hem, a Contradiction when ſaid of God, 
becauſe twere ſo if ſaid of Man. You 
were not ſo weak to argue for what they 
always aſſerted;, contrariwiſe, you did ſup» 

ſe the Socinian to charge you with holding 
tuo oppolite repugnant Propoſitions, viz. 
That is Unoriginate, and yet a deriv'd 
Nature, is the firſt Cauſe, and yet has a Fa- 
ther and a Cauſe (as the Greek Fathers ex- 


pPreſs it of the Son) that he is but one He, and 
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yet three He's, &c. Now that ſuch ſort of 
Contradictions, if real, can ever be true, 
ou aſfirm'd, but I never ſaid; and there- 
re pray don't call me any more to be 
your Voucher in ſuch a Caſe ; for you cer- 


tainly intended more than I ſaid or you 


pretend: and tis incumbent on you, ei- 
ther to ſhew that theſe are no Contradictions 


which they object for ſuch, or that they are 
not.chargeable on your Faith; or it they be 
real Contradictions, that cleave faſt to you, 

. yet there is no Abſurdity in them, becauſe 
.... Contradiftions (7. e. two oppoſite Propoſi- 
== Fmons) may ſometimes be none, or not op- 
| te; and that to be, and not be, may ſomes 
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Innocency. 


Your otheel aſtance, which you complain 
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was not taken not ice of, viz, That *tis no 
Cont radict ion for all things to be preſem - with 
God, tho it be 4 Contradidion. to Men that 
the paſt or future things ſbou d be preſent, is 
to the ſame purpoſe as the reſt: for in 
one ſenſe *tis no Contradiction to either, 
i. e. for a paſt thing to be objectively preſent 
in the Idea, and ſo it may be with Man; 
and in another ſenſe tis a Contradiftion in 
both, i. e. to behold that as a&ually doing 
now which is paſt ; for ſo God himſelf does 
not behold the original Chaos, as now atu- 
ally exiſting void of Form, nor does he 
judg Adam and Eve to be now in their firſt 
I doubt ſome are fond of mak- 
ing abundance of needleſs Contradictions 
on purpoſe to keep ſome darling Abſurditys of 
their own in countenance, But tho I am 
not ſo yain as to pretend to reconcile all 
Difficultys, or to ſay which ſide is wrong, 
much leſs to fathom the boundleſs Perfection: 
of my glorious Creator; yet I think it is 
no Arrogance to ſay, that I am ſure both 
fides of a Problem, or real Contradiction, 
cannot be true, about any Object: ar if they 
may be both true, and a Contradiction in 
one Caſe be none in another, why will you 
not have a little Charity, and allow that 
the Unitarians and you don't contragitt each 
other? But tho, in ſome Cate Two | 
be a Contradiction to affirm an deny the 
ſame thing; yetesoMthe Divine Nature to 
do thus, may 
are good Eg 
Your ext Refuge is, That the Nature of 
in incomprehenſible, we muſt not object 
ont in it, from comparing it with our 
beine we underſtand not his Nature, p. 
Lothis I faid, it might have ſome fair 


4 


Pretence, if we had no Knowledg at all a- 


it; but that we have ſo much Know- 


E Jedg, tho partial, as warrants us to deny 


what is contradictory to it: hence we juſtly 
deny many things for being inhcompatible to 

the Divine Attributes, to his Spirituality, 
Goodneſs, c. And why may we not as 
well diſcern what is contradictory to the 


Divine Unity, which is as manifeſt as the a- 


thers ? You reply, That the. Attributes and 
Nature are different; and this a Diſpute not 
about Cod g attributes, but his Nature, of which 
we are 2 ignorant ; that it utter Darkneſs 
to us, &. e RA Sad, 
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1 might anſwer you, That Eſſential At 
tributes, or Perſettions, are the very E,. 
ſence under ſo many various inadequate Con. 
ceptions; that God is not compounded of 
Effence and Perſections, as of different 


14 things, but that his very Nature is Good 


neſs, Power, Wiſdom, Sc. But I will not 
obſcure my Argument, by entring on meta- 
phyſical Nicetys. I have enough to ſay with- 
out this: for- ſuppoſing what you crave, 
there may be good ground to object Contra- 
dictions in this Caſe; for, 1. The Divine 
Unity is. one of his Attributes by conſent of 
all, and ſo may be argu'd 'about, and Con- 
traditions may be diſcern'd and objected 
here as well as in other Attributes. And, 
2. Were it otherwiſe, yet may Contradic- 
tions. ſafely. be diſcern'd and ſtarted about 
the Divine Nature, on theſe Accounts. 

1. Tis ſufficient for this, if I but know 
what God is not in any reſpect: All al- 
low one way of knowing God is per viam 
Negationis, by denying of his Nature every 
thing that argues Imperfection. Now if I 
do but know, what God certainly is not, I 
may then object againſt any thing that, in 
contradiction thereto, does afhrm him to 
be what I know he is not. Thus if I know 


«bat Derivation of Being from any other Cauſe, 


5 What cannot belong to the firſt a 
Nature, Itnay. jufily object Contradiction 
to thoſe who fall W,.this- unoriginate 
Nature to havet Cauſe, I know his Na- 
ture can be but one, I object Wbes)y againſt 
them that ſhall lay, there are many ſu- 
preme Divine Natures, . I will Fbject a- 


as a Conffadittion 


know that theſe are Imperfect ions. 
2. If I know but any Property or Perfec- 
tion of his Nature, I may know that to be a 
Contradiction to his Nithe, which denys 
that Perfection or Property. If I know he 
is a neceſſary eternal Being, I know well that he 
is of a Nature that cannot die. If I know 
from Reaſon or Scripture, that he is el 
kmwwing, I know tis a Contradiftion to ſay 
of him, ho i that Nature, that he is igno- 
rant of any one thing. Nay, 
3. If 1 knew neither what he 
what any Perfection of. his Nature & 3 yet 
| | Fg | T4 
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Contradiction is not char 
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is not, nor 


if Iknew but what is a Contradiction in the 
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Nature of the thing, and to it ſelf, I may 


fafely ſay, tis a 


ontradittion ben ap- 
ply d to God, becauſe tis ſo in it ſelf Thüs 


to be and not be at once, to be but one ſingle 


Perſon, and yet 3 ſuch Perſons; being repug- 


nant, may ſafely be objefted for a Contra- - 


diction,” without any regard to the Nature 
tis apply d to, becaule: of the mutual re- 
pugnancy of the two Propoſitions, which 
always deſtroy one another, and cannot be 


* 


faid of the ſame thing. 80 that 1 don t, in. 


this Caſe, object a Contradittion in God, 
from a Suppoſition that his Nature is reſem- 


bled by mine, but from the bare: Nature 


of a Contradition, I may doubt whether 
God be a pure Spirit, or be only a groſs 
Body; whether my Soul be material or 


immaterial : but leaving this till in doubt, 


I am ſure tis not both material and immate- 
rial. And if any one ſhall ſay, There are 
both many Gods, and but one ſuch God in Na- 
tire 3 that once he was not in being, but 


yet eternally was and is to come; I hope, 


in theſe Caſes (like to which Contradictions 
the Socinians pretend) one needs not ftay 
till he knows perfectly what the Nature of 
God is, before he pronounces em to be Con- 
traditt ions. And therefore *twas not right · 
ly ſaid of you, Dial. 1. p. 7. That no Contra- 
2 can be charg'd in any Nature we don't 
underſtand, eſpecially when your ſelf. had 

ranted to the Socinian, That it is 4 Contra - 
iion to ſay, Three Perſons (in God) are but 
one Perſon ; Which, I repreſented. to you, 
was what the Soeinians charg'd your Scheme 
with; and therefore you were bound (but 
wou'd not attempt it) to ſhew, that this. 


inſtead of which you cry, 


'twas. granted em, that this were a 


ol 


tradition even in God. 
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it appear, that our Igno- 


-, Having made 


rance py the ein 5 
not . render, ys wholly uncapahle of. diſco- 


vering ce 


radictionsin Mens No- 
tions of him 


I may conclude; you have not 


taken an effectual Courſe to convince the 
Unitarians, by ſaying they muſt not argue. 


from Contradictions: So that the Matter 


hat it will be expected you ſhall ſhe that 
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may notobjett 


"hide 


ſometimes it muſt be 
*timesliteral ; and are for 7 Rea ſon as 
og as you can hold 1 
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Them; ate either not Contradictions, or not 
truly charg' d on your Faith of a Trinity in 
God. If von go on to appear ſo willing to 
allow em thoſe two Points, I dare ſay you'l 
gain no Grune. 
"Beſides, let me add theſe Remarks 


1. That you bave laid a fair Foundation 


for Sceprici/m + for nothing can be ſaid of 
0; moſt abſurd, which on your 
Principles can be confuted ; becauſe: not 
knowing" his Nature, we muſt not ſay. any 
ching is a Conttadiction to it. Nay, ſince 

ou fay we know not the Nature of Man (per- 
hits he may be three Perſons and one 
Man) nor of "Trees, or 4 Pile of Graſs, we 
cannot then urge Contradictions about 


them, and ſo cannot argue about the Na- 


ture of any thing; ſince all Arguments 
tend to ſhew a Contradiction in what we 
argue againſt, and fo we can prove and be 
certain of nothing. 

*Nay, we cannot confute Tran 


antiation, 
for we know not the Nature 


Bread and 
Fleſh (fot Senſe cannot reach that) and ſo 
Contradittions in the Caſe. - 
© Nay, you can't "confate a Socinian this 
Way; for you can't tell whether a Denyal of 
a Trinity be not conſiſtent with a Trinity, 


according to you, becauſe this is about the 
\ 7 Native of God: and. not underftanding that, 


we muſt not object Contradictions here. 


How know you that God is not three Eſſen- 


ces and one Perſon 2 The Scripture ſays not 
expreſly either this or the contrary. 

2. You can never juſtify any long Creeds 
or Explications of the Trinity, Cc. in o- 
ords than Scriptural : for how ſhall 
Men believe your Pretences of Humility, 


chat you can't comprehend God, when at 
ie fame time you are for explaining h 
= Nature in unintelligible Terms, novel, 


morewobſcure than the Scripture? I | 
Divine Nature, then be fi- 


don't 9 97 the 
lent abeuf it. How dare you ſay this or 
that 1s _equiyalent” to the Scripture, Terms, 


or more! free When that is tobe judg'd of 


by the Nature of the (unnown) Subject? 


But you are for explaifling the Text, and 


urging that it muſt ha ve h and that ſenſe; 
rrative, and ſome- 


and then run . 
Myftery, when Reaſon And ſcholaſtick Wit 
feent; and tell your Adverſar y, he muſt 
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not argue about the incomptebenſihie God: 
asl if you meant, that you muy rea ſon, but | 
only tis not fit for a Sbeiman's Reaſon to 
meddle; it muſt be, becauſe their Reaſon 

Ur- — og PIES 

_ | Nay, is it any great Sign of - Humility - 
Reafon, to be fo bon fident of your — 
as to oppreſs or anathematize ſuch as teſtify 
their Diſſent from them, tho they affent to 
the Text Mhence you pretend to infer em? 
And how know. you” whether their Senſe 
and- Infere nces or yours be trueſt, ſinc2 the 
Terms you ſay are all but Attyfions, and 
that about a Nature you know nothing of ? 
Of all Men ſuch may ſeem the proudeſt 
Exalters of human Reaſon in matters of 
Faith, even while they decry and reproach 
it in their more peaceable Adverſarys: 
3. You cou'd not confnte the Pagan 
' Notions of the Divine Nature your way: 
ſuppoung they held many Gods, or that 
there is but one Divine Nature, and all the 
thouſands of particular Gods but a' mul- 
tiſude of Ferſons in that one Nature (as you 
ſuppoſe many Men in but one human Na- 
ture) you cou'd not confate em by the 
Light of Reaſon at leaft, becauſe you al- 


low not Contradictions to be an Argumen 
AA a 


For the Honor of Chriſtianicaſ'TBaReh 
you, never inſiſt oꝶ it, that to Bea Chriſtian 
is to believe, that 2 Cintrndifion maj ſome- 
times be none at AM, and that this is the on! 
way to pete a Man to be ſuch. I than 
l has 4 $4 E 
o you no Injury if 1 paſs by your 
wonder Proofs: far the n 
another Faculty from that by which we un- 
der ſtand, p. 3. u. That the Underftanding 
is amy converſant about what is preſent be · 
nas if we cou'd not underſtand any 
thing that is 1 „ and knew not formerly; 
or as if the Idea of what is paſt may not 
become preſent to the Underſtanding, which 
yet in the next Line you own. You ask, 1 
the Underſtanding forgets ? Lanſwer, As muc 
as the Memory. But I have ſhew'd, that 
three Facultys in one Mind is no parallel 
for your Trinity. *Tis neither a Myftery, 
nor will it reſemble (what the Unitarians o 
jc to you) how three Perſons can be but 
one Perſon ; unleſs inftead of three Facul- 
tys making but one Soul, you bad ſhown 


mn 


that three Facultys make but one Faculty, 


Or 


n 


— =o. a oo On Ss 


3 with the reft of their Scheme, ien 
=. might have ſome Pretence for talking 
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| 29 „ l | 
Ain dit one Mind. Nay, you 
. LR. that whether there be re- 
ally three Facultys in the Soul or gr, Jon 
lay it does as yell for you if it ba but 4 lebt 
ſo. Right or wrong, dis all one to you, 
You will hold to the Concluſion, let what 
will become of the Premiſes. This is true 
Courage 


vom the word Perſon, 1 tis ud among Men; 
1 — L only ſhew it does not anſwer the 
| Parallel in that Point (of three being but 
one in the ſame gt” for which you bring 
it. And ſince you uſe the word Perſons for 
explaining better the Scripture-Language 
ou muſt ſuppoſe it to be more proper an 
[ef ambiguous;- and till you give another 
$ Senſ 
| ule of it. Lou a | | 
ply the word Father ſo, and the words Repent 
and Grieve, that are ſaid. of God, what Work. 
wou'd he make 2 &c. As to the fiſt Term, 
I ſee nothingabſurd in it. For the other 
Terms of Repent, & c. the nature of the Sub- 
7 bi ls me give em a figurative Senſe and 
ſhou'd not dare to uſe em of God, if the 
Scripture had not done it, which is not your 
ſe ; much leſs wou'd I put em into my 
J reeds, But if at the ſame time 


I muſt underſtand it after the known 


the 


ly ; and wou'd'give us anothgr, fa; 
Senſe of the Terms, as of the 
may comport with the Scripture- Mo 
God, of his Son J. C. and his H. Sg 


But if you aſſign to the Sacred Three A the 
W yarious Parts and Diſtinct ions of Perf i 
155 tat Senſe, and for that reaſon do g 


em theſe Characters: How. can conſidering f 


Men think, you don't deſign by it, to give 
em an Idea of three proper Perſons in one 
eternal he? And you your ſelf deny the 


ing of ſuch Texts as are alledg'd 


Trinity of Perſons. | | 
You are miſtaken, in ſaying, I raiſe Dif- 


Men, pag. 6. I never had a Thought of 


© 


1 


<7) 


You find fault, that I will argue ſtrict iy | 


pag. 6. If be wou'd ap- 


| | Expreſſions are figurative, p. 25. Dali 1. Fenn 
.a 
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apply'd-to the Lord fe 


of the antient Fathers: 


culty is no other, than how..a-deriv'd. 2 6 
pendent Being can be God ? which the Unitarians + 


2 


inſiſt on much. Pape CA 7 

You having illuſtrated the Coeternity of 
the Son with the Father by this, that the 
Light is as old as the Sun, tho the Efes of 
it; I reply'd, That the Light i read the 


Sun it ell. Upon which you ſet up a bi-. 


deous Cry, as if I were bringi 
Sun upon your Head, and 2 
of the Firmament; even all that hu: 


the whole 


that is ſo many times. bigger than the whole 


Earth : For, ſay you, By which we ſee the 
very Sun, Jo mam times bigger than; the 
Earth, can creep thro a Cranny, and be. all 


it in this Roam, and in 4 thouſand other Places | 


at once: This will help Tranſubſtantiation,  A- 
ain, I the Light: be the Star, then the ven 


tar ſtrikes on the He and then you ctew 
merrily. Let, him con ſider an whoſe ſide the 


poor Philoſophy: and ſhallow © Reaſoning lies. It 
ſeems, you imagine, the Mp not made; 
u 


of Parts; and that if the Sun ſhiaès in- 


to a Room, it muſt quit the „ 
nr 


and muſt come down, all or none, I e 


breathe in the Air, LWarrant you, witk- 


out being ſo unmercifal as to ſup: it all up 3 
nor ſay, I ſtand on the Earth, u 


not believe any ſubtile Streams, or Effluvia 
of Light, that are a part of that huge lu- 


minous Maſs, which penetrate ſmall Pores 
of Bodys. I did not ſay every Stream of 


Light was the whole Sun, or that the Parts 
that are 8 beneath. But I fanc 
you hop'd to find an Inſtange from. 

Ws Contradiction in one Gt 4 © 
in another: the whole huge Sun jt 4 lit- 
tle my Ah this ſubtile Socinian g you 
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, | 
the Coffee- Houſes for one Year with a Courſe 


ficultys how à begotten Being can be God, from Admirers; and when that has prevail 
groſs Conceptions of begetting after the manner of no doubt but your Divinity will go oft. 
All the Anſwer you give to the Objethiann_ 
more than of a Being deriv'd fromanather,which againſt three Perſons in God, from hig bew 
-I think is the allow'd Senſe of: Begetten, as ing ſpoken of fingularly, as 7, Tu, He 3 * * 


of your Philoſophy, 1 dare promiſe you may 6] 
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| > the Lord Jets, who receives hip. 
ature dependentiy on the bather, ſays Dr. he or 

by on John 14. 28. Een alſo the Senſe. 
that the Dith» 
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ing it ut 


[ | Lover 
it all over, from Eaſt to Weſt. Yau cas: 
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Thus you deride me to Coſt, | 

as Lallantia did the Antipoden "for going 
their! | | 4 4 = | | 3 

Y I hea rtily with, Sir, you wound entertain 


l - 
. = 
* 


. ww” 


£4 
.< 


p =” 
9 
1 . 
* ' 4 


— s 
_— 
- WF ® 


e 4 

. . I 7 7 : : 1 4 2 1 85 V He" / 8 4 : * | 

> * * , t . Na 40 Y S 27 Ss 44 | — IS , 1 * 4 * RT | —" | 
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ein bor instead of God reated; That tis faid of a King. He 4 
| 05 in Mal. 2. tis Gods be created; That when it means all Bit 72 7 I 2 it ſup 
a Frſons are mention'd, the Father, poſes all the Army, it does expreſs dhe 

3 - {ny God ſpake, and Speęch con- King alone, and his Authorit „And there- 

=: fans ords) and Spirit, and theſe Gd. made, tore is Singular for if three Princes toge 
3 do that if Plürality, be ex reſs d, as ther have the Command, it wou'd 5 lon: 
| you ay well, tis 2 Pturality of Gods; if the ger be, He marchd, but They, Which ſheus 
| ala be Cod, the Plural is certainly you are out: So that the Objettion (with 
e. Pr "Kick to that. Tis an obvious the greateſt part of the Remarks) 15 I 
eth chat tis an uſual Hebraijm to your Hands fill, © © © F 
eee the Singular ; and ſo Prin- As for your Comments on other Text 


es and others ſay We," when 'tis but one, they are Arrows ſhot at m Mark, till 700 


do ſay indeed,” chat, in the Royal Lan- ſtate your Notion, whether three infinit 
1 * . l a ba — of . * 1 % . g e 
age, We notes the King and bis Council; Minds, or but one, Your: Expo u 


_ as if Our Royal Pleaſure, and We command, did precarious, or go no higher tha 
i 1 relate to any but himſelf, Dial. 5. But to or are oben oft ins. Sein Com: 


i of one of the Perſons alone; Eſal. if you ſaid nothing. P. „ > 
l : 9 . go Pra Sir tell; 
1 151. Thy Throne, O Gods, is for ever and ever: whereabout your Aer i 8 the Text of 

= „ 0 "Gods, thy Gods haue anointed thee, that Day knows my Father only, which ſome 


\ =: Which the Apoftle applys to Chriſt, Heb. 1. cannot find a Aer 
eue Polt! Heb. 1. mong your anſwer'd Texts 
8. Now unleſs the Son have another Tri. and yet it was in that little Book, Ghich : 
AUAiti in him, the Plural! Word can't intend all that you venture to attack, and no Text 
e one, only it is more 35 more.urg'd by the Luer, Far lan this — 
| 1 ; £4 * - * | 


* - 
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' = 1 there is not ſo much as one ſuch ſſionate Deſire of ſee 
_ on, but always ie in the Singular? Reli | 
Ie had" been meet to ſhew where many Per- - traditions; | 
meer uſe the diminutive: Language 7 | 
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